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DESIGNING THB NBW CGIAR RBVIEW PROCESS 
TAC CHAIR REPORT 
1. Background 
In response to a request from the Group, TAC and the Secretariats have been assessing how the 
review process can more efficiently and effectively respond to the needs dictated by the changing 
CGIAR System. Discussions took place at TAC62 and a plan of work was developed to 
systematically consider potential improvements in the review process. A draft paper was prepared 
and discussed at TAC63. ’ A revised draft was prepared and discussed at TAC64; and a set of 
tentative conclusions were reached at that time. 
In early 1994, CGIAR Members and Center Directors were sent a questionnaire requesting their 
input on the review process. Responses from those two questionnaires and TAC deliberations and 
tentative conclusions were considered by the Inter Secretariat Working Group on Reviews 
(ISWGR), which has prepared a paper synthesizing TAC and ISWG activity and conclusions up to 
the beginning of TAC65 (see Attachment 1 for details). 
The following summary presents the main conclusions and suggestions deriving from TAC and the 
CGIAR Secretariat’s work. It highlights the directions in which the review process should be 
moving as the revitalized CGIAR System evolves over the next years. 
2. New Review Models Needed 
The System is moving’toward a broader mix of center specific and Systemwide and intercenter 
programs. While the basic types of review that have been used in the past remain relevant in the 
new System, their form and content should be altered. In the new CGIAR System there will be a 
need for reviews that deal with: 
* Centers 
* Programs 
* Special topics of interest to CGIAR Members and the centers 
3. Redesignmg Center Reviews 
It is envisioned that external reviews should be much more issues focused, much lower in cost, more 
strategic in nature, ‘and generally should involve only one full visit.to the center being reviewed by 
the whole panel. These external center reviews should be complemented by: a) comprehensive 
internal self-assessments, b) impact assessments; c) Systemwide program reviews and d) regional 
reviews relevant to the center being reviewed. Preliminary thinking on the options available suggest 
that the external center review process should: 
0 Use a range of review models as aonrouriate. It is envisioned that the existing model of full 
reviews, interim reviews and mid-term reviews would be continued as the new center review 
model evolves. 
0 Relv more on results from internally managed reviews. One option for lowering costs of 
external reviews is to put greater reliance on use of internally managed external reviews 
(IMERs). In theory, the centers’ IMERs should be able to provide a key review function, 
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namely, a check on the quality and relevance of the science and output of programs within a 
center. 
l Relv more on center boards for assessment of manaeement cost-effectiveness. As in the 
case of assessing the quality and results of programs through internally managed reviews, 
external center reviews could rely more on center boards for assessment of aspects of 
management. This depends on whether there are credible mechanisms in place to assess and 
suggest improvements in the center’s management effectiveness. 
l Focus on a select set of strategic issues. .Basing the CGIAR reviews more on internally 
managed external reviews and the boards’ assessments of management implies that future 
teams would need to cover fewer issues in depth. These issues could be selected, for 
example, by the panel chair, with the help of staff from the secretariats, during a review 
planning phase. Selection of key issues could then lead to identification of panel members to 
address them. This way, the panel, as a whole, would need to make only a single visit to the 
center and focus its efforts on reaching conclusions on only the identified issues. 
0 Standardize oresentation of summarv information in review reports. The clients of reviews 
could benefit from having at least a portion of the review report cover the same information 
in a standard format, including both quantitative information (such as budgetary and staffmg 
data) and qualitative assessments (e.g., potential impact of work in progress). 
4. Desighg Program Reviews 
Program reviews would focus on assessment of Systemwide programs that are part of the CGIAR’s 
research agenda. It could involve as few as two or three centers or all centers. Programs that are 
the responsibility of one center alone would be handled through the center review process. 
It should be noted that under the envisioned future matrix management approach, identifiable 
responsibiily for programs - and thus identifiable lines of accountability - would be recognized and 
enforced. In that sense, the System would be dealing with a different sort of situation with the new 
“program” concept. Traditional stripe and inter-center reviews, e.g., training, did not deal with 
direct accountabiity elements, i.e., centers themselves are accountable for their training activities, 
but not as part of a “program.” Under the new matrix approach, it is envisioned that there also 
would be direct funding and accountability along program lines. The new program review models 
will have to take thii difference into consideration, particularly in terms of credibility for the funders 
of programs. 
Details of the program review process can only be developed once the System has settled on the 
definition of programs and their lines of responsibility and accountability. Initially, the focus of 
assessment activity should be on assessing proposals for programs and then putting in place adequate 
monitoring systems. In the meantime, TAC and ISWGR will be exploring options for program 
review models. 
5. Review and Assessment Activities for Special Topics 
Several other review or assessment related activities also are envisioned for the System: 
l Strategic studies for systemwide planning 
TAC currently undertakes a variety of strategic assessments that have as their main purpose 
provision of information for planning purposes. Examples include the intercenter rice review, the 
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study of training, and the current strategic studies on natural resources management research and on 
public policy, public management and institution building research. 
l &scssments of regional commitments of the CGIAR. 
Regional assessments such as the West Africa regional CGIAR commitments study, are new in the 
system. It is envisioned these types of regional studies would focus across the system on the 
various center commitments in the region, looking at impacts, NARS views, and at 
complementarities and duplications in activities. They also would move towards the development of 
a stronger perspective on IARC-NARS interaction, as well as interaction with other research 
suppliers having activity in the region. 
l Development and expanded use of impact assessmenfs 
Impact assessments have in the past been carried out by only a few centers. Such assessments are 
needed to ascertain the impacts of research results. Responses to the ISWGR questionnaire to the 
CGIAR members (see Attachment 1) indicate quite clearly that they would like to have more impact 
assessment within the System. 
Outside expertise needs to be brought in to provide insights on methodologies that have been used 
successfully by others. The experience of the centers needs to be brought together and assessed 
from a comparative perspective. Mechanisms for institutionaliig impact assessment in the System 
need to be considered urgently. 
6. NARS-IARC Interactions and the Review Process 
A point that cuts across all three types of review is the need for improvement in the treatment of 
NARS input in the review process and for improved assessment of the links between NARS and 
IARCs. Some of the main suggestions that are under consideration are as follows: 
* Instead of the costly field visits during reviews, the panels could bring together, in a 
neutral location, selected representatives of the NARS for a roundtable interaction. 
* TAC and the CGIAR Secretariat could undertake regular regional reviews (see above). 
* If Centers start developing improved and more active systems for assessing their impacts, 
then information on NARS and their concerns would also become more readily accessible. 
* Better use could be made of information on NARSs available from ISNAR, the World 
Bank, regional development banks, FAO, and so forth, as they study various aspects of 
NARS. 
This question of NARS input and assessment of NARS linkages is one that TAC, the CGIAR 
Secretariat and the Group need to deal with more effectively in the future. 
7. Concluding Remarks and Next Steps 
This progress report and the attached paper by the Inter Secretariat Working Group on Reviews will 
form the basis of a draft final report that will be considered and tinaI@ed at TAC66 for presentation’ 
to the Group at MTM95. At this time it would be useful for TAC and the CGIAR Secretariat to 
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REDESIGNING THE CGIAR’S REVIEW PROCESSES: 
A PROGRESS REPORT 
This report summarizes the changes introduced to the CGIAR’s external review processes by TAC 
and the CGIAR Secretariat in recent years, provides a synopsis of the views of CGIAR members and 
centers about external reviews, examines the implications of the recent CGIAR revitalization ef%rts on 
the System’s evaluation procedures, and outlines the further changes needed in the System’s review 
processes. The report was prepared by the Inter-Secretariat Working Group on Reviews, in consultation 
with the Chairman of the TAC Standing Committee on External Reviews. It is for discussion by TAC 
and, subsequently, the CGIAR. 
L OLUTION OF THE CGIAR’s REVIEW PROCESSES 
External reviews constitute a cornerstone of the CGIAR’s decision processes. Through rigorous 
assessments of their performance, reviews help strengthen the centers’ accountability to their stakeholders, 
reduce the need for each donor to carry out its own assessment, and contribute to decision-making on 
funding. Reviews also trace the implementation of the CGIAR’s research agenda and contribute to 
CGIAR-wide planning. Inter-center reviews help clarify the System’s strategies in specific areas and 
document he results of the collective effort of the centers in these areas. And, in general, reviews help 
strengthen the confidence of the international community on the work of the CGIAR. 
Since its inception in 1971, TAC has carried a responsibility to “ensure that external assessments 
are made of the scientific quality and effectiveness of the activities financed by the Group. ” One of the 
major ways TAC carried out this responsibility was through the commissioning of the so-called 
“quinquennial reviews” of the centers. This review effort was reinforced in 1982, following the Second 
Review of the CGIAR, by the introduction of External Management Reviews (EM%) of centers 
organized by the CGIAR Secretariat. After.every center had had at least one separate EMR, TAC and 
the CGIAR Secretariat merged the external program and management reviews into one review, led by 
one chair, bd producing a single integrated report. All eleven full reviews of the centers conducted since 
1991 have been in this form. 
A second way TAC has carried out its external assessment responsibility is through the 
commissioning of inter-center reviews, on commodities or other subjects of system-wide interest. Also 
zdied “stripe” reviews, inter-center eviews have covered subjects ranging from training, farming systems 
esearch, and rice research. Recently, TAC commissioned a new type of inter-center review-that of 
zunmitments of the CGIAR to the West Africa region. 
Third, TAC uses other opportunities for interaction with centers-such as strategic or medium- 
e-mr plan discussions-for probing about the effectiveness of the centers’ work. 
To these should be added the efforts of the individual centers in commissioning external reviews 
If aspects of their work by panels of experts. 
u. Recent Changes in Reviews 
The last time TAC reported to the CGIAR on progress on external reviews was at the 1991 Mid- 
Term Meeting in Paris when the Group discussed the paper entitled “External Reviews - Which Way 
Forward?” This paper noted that center reviews had become increasingly strategic and that their scope 
had expanded over time. Thii increased the complexity of the task that panels were expected to perform 
and made it more difficult to find suitable panel members and chairs. Further, as reviews had evolved, 
the boundaries between programme and management had become more difficult to define. The Group 
endorsed the suggestion made in this paper to experiment with changes in the review process. Such 
changes would be geared toward reducing the burden on panel members and the Centres, as well as the 
costs of the reviews, while maintaining their credibility. 
The major changes introduced to the reviews of the centers included the following: 
0 The reviews are being conducted by smaller panels, reinforced by a support team. 
Since 1991, on average, reviews have had 5.8 members, as compared with 9.2 members 
when they were being conducted through separate program and management review 
panels. This reduction in panel size is not translated into significant cost savings (overall, 
costs of full reviews-which are around $300 thousand-have been reduced by only 5 
percent), because support teams include paid consultants, in addition to staff from the 
secretariats. However, this review format has brought flexibility to the process by 
allowing the hiring of specialized experts for only short durations, not the full period of 
the review. Changes made to the planning of the reviews have also led to some 
shortening of the overall start-to-finish time, although reduction in the time spent at the 
center or on field visits is marginal. 
0 Implementing one of the experimentation ideas put forth in the 1991 “External Reviews - 
Which Way Forward?” paper, the regular review of one center (CIMMYT) was 
postponed by conducting an interim review in 1993. This allowed the lengthening of 
the time between successive regular reviews from about 5 to about 10 years. The cost 
of the CIMMYT interim review was less than 20 percent of the average cost of a full 
external program and management review. In this case, a panel of two, supported by 
two secretariat staff, made one brief trip to the center headquarters and, relying to some 
extent on available external peer review reports (called “internally-managed external 
reviews”), prepared their report. 
0 Several other process changes were also made: 
The terms of reference and guidelines to panels were streamlined in 1991 
to make these suitable for combined external program and management 
reviews,. and to reduce the demand for documentation on the Centres. 
A further streamlining was made in 1994. 
The CGIAR’s Candidate Information Service (CIS) database was 
expanded, which allowed identification of larger numbers of suitable 
candidates for external reviews. 
An Inter-Secretariat Working Group on Reviews was formed to facilitate 
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the planning and implementation of the reviews and to introduce 
improvements. 
Two major questiormaire surveys were conducted ia 1994-one covering 
the centers and the other the members of the CGIAR-to gather reactions 
from the most significant stakeholders of the review process. 
u es of Review at Present 
At the present ime, TAC and the CGIAR Secretariat commission the following types of review: 
0 Ebemalprogmmme and management reviews (EPMRs) of centers. These are the main 
formal, comprehensive reviews of Centres, undertaken about every five years. 
0 Interh reviews of centers. These are less intensive reviews that have been used in lieu 
of an EPMR for Centres that are doing well from all indications (e.g., the CIMMYT 
review noted above). 
0 Mid-term reviews. These are reviews that are usually undertaken when a full EPMR 
identifies problems in a Centre and suggests that an additional external review is needed 
prior to the next regular EPMR to assess progress in addressing these. Such reviews 
wuld be narrow in scope (e.g., mid-term EMR of ICARDA conducted in 1991). 
0 Inter-center or “strip * reviews. These are reviews that cut across some or all centers 
in the System and explore a specific topic, e.g., rice, policy research, training. 
& VIEWS OF CGIAR MEMBERS AND CENTERS ON REVIEWS 
The two questionnaire surveys on reviews conducted by the TAC Secretariat and the CGIAR 
Secretariat, mentioned above, yielded many helpful and insightful suggestions. A summary report of each 
survey is available from either secretariat. 
2a.l Views of CGIAR Members 
15 CGIAR members responded to the survey. The following is a summary of the main points 
made: 
0 Purpose of reviews. CGIAR members were generally in agreement with the overall 
purpose of the reviews ‘as noted in the terms-of-reference, although most identified areas 
requiring greater emphasis. . . 
0 Focus of reviews. Members suggested that reviews should place greater emphasis on the 
following (m declining order of mention): 
standardized, quantified assessment of impact; 
assessment of System-wide programs; 
3 
cost effectiveness; 
views of NARS. 
0 Reviewprocess. While comments varied, wmmon topics addressed include greater need 
to: 
increase efforts to ensure panel independence and competence; 
reduce the length of review reports; 
improve processes for involving NARS in external reviews; 
increase consideration of centers’ internal review processes during 
external reviews. 
16 centers responded to the survey. In addition to probing the views of the centers on the revised 
terms of reference and guidelines for center reviews, the questionnaire also covered the centers’ internally 
managed review processes and impact assessment efforts. Several of the center directors participated in 
the discussion of these topics at the June 1994 TAC meeting at WARDA. The principal comments from 
the centers were as follows: 
hvposes of reviews. Centers were in general agreement with the purposes of reviews as noted 
in the termsaf-reference. The most frequently mentioned purposes included: 
0 accountability and the need for an independent assessment; 
0 progress, quality, and relevance of programs and effectiveness of management to support 
these; 
0 examination of mission, priorities, and strategy. 
Review processes. Some centers commented on the current processes for conducting external 
reviews. A wmmon theme related to problems review panels face in assessing program/management 
quality and it was suggested that reviews should rely more on the processes in place at the centers for 
maintaining quality. 
Internally managed reviews. The survey covered information on types of internally managed 
reviews; their frequency and cost; whether outsiders are used and, if so, how they are selected; how 
centers evaluate the effectiveness and benefits of internally managed reviews;. and how these processes 
are managed. 
The responses to the survey show that Centres use a number of forms of internally managed 
reviews, particularly: (a) annual programme reviews, (b) periodic internal centre, programme, project, 
or subject reviews, (c) internally managed external reviews, (d) donor-led reviews of special projects, (e) 
Board-specific reviews, (f) other forms of peer reviews, e.g., publication review practices, workshops 
and meetings, Advisory Committees. 
The management of internal review processes varies markedly across Centres and within 
Centm by type of review, in terms of who is involved in the management, how standardized processes 
are, and how long these have been in place. Typically, the process is managed by the Director General 
or management, and reports are submitted to the Board, which oversees the process to varying degrees. 
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There are differences in practice concerning Board and Programme Committee involvement in internal 
reviews and programme oversight. 
When Centres use outside experts for reviews, they select them primarily for their knowledge of 
the subject and their professional standing. Additional criteria are considered for specific types of 
reviews or when team balance is important. 
Practices vary across Centres in terms of who selects outside experts for reviews. The most 
wmmonly noted process is for the Director General to select the individuals with staff input; other 
practices include one in which the Deputy Director General (Research) decides in consultation with the 
tit under review, and one where Board approval is required. 
Costs of intemal reviews also vary, depending on the type of review, number of participants, 
extent of travel, subject matter, and location of the Centre. Direct cost of specific program reviews 
appear to be in the range $10,000 to 25,000. Recent full-centre internally-managed external reviews cost 
much more, with estimates between $60,000 to 75,000. 
Centres do not appear to have systematic methods for evaluating the effectiveness and benefits 
of a review. Fewer than half the Centres commented on thii, and most of those that did responded with 
“its hard to judge”, “results are uneven”, or “results are not formally evaluated”. 
Impact assessment. The survey covered types of impact assessments made; their frequency and 
cost; the procedures for carrying them out, including persons conducting the assessments; and the 
Wnstraints faced in assessing the centers’ impact. 
Ex-ante and ex-post impact assessment are now being introduced into the planning and research 
processes of most Centres. All centers carry out some form of ex-ante impact assessment s udies as part 
of their priority setting exercises, as were done in preparing the 1994-98 Medium-Term Plans. A few 
centers conduct ex-ante studies on an ongoing basis and some have impact assessment units. All centers 
cite at least one ex-post impact study, ongoing or recently completed. 
The most frequently cited example of impact assessment is on training, where most centers have 
developed trainee databases and.periodically undertake surveys of their trainees to ascertain the impact 
of their training activities. Long-established commodity centers such as IRRI and CIMMYT carry out 
wide-ranging impact studies on the use of improved rice, wheat and maize germplasm. other commodity 
centers also report formal germplasm enhancement impact studies. There appears to be a gradual shift 
at the centers from impact assessment at the “program” level to impact assessment at the “project” level. 
Also, several centers conduct citation analysis studies as part of their impact analysis. 
.Most center impact assessments are conducted by center economist(s) supported by the relevant 
biological scientists. Almost all centers employ some external expertise in the conduct of their impact 
assessment studies. Some rely on postdoctoral scientists. High cost. is seen as a prohibitive factor in 
impact assessment and costs vary across the centers. One center cites a $36,000 annual wst figure for 
its ex-post impact studies, while another notes that a long-term study of impact has cost $2.5 million to 
b?\tp,. 
Centers cite several diffkulties in carrying out impact studies. These include the following: 
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0 high cost in terms of staff resources and direct expenses; 
0 the difficulty of separating centers’ impact from those of NARS and other collaborating 
agencies; 
0 the complex nature of interactions among factors influencing technology adoption and 
use, where research generated outputs are but one element; 
0 availability and reliability of statistical information; 
0 lack of sound methodologies for assessing impact in areas such as management of natural 
resources and public policy research; 
0 heavy dependence of impact assessment s udies on a scarce resource: well-trained NARS 
scientists. 
3, J,AUNCHING THE “NEW” CGIAR: IMPLICATIONS F’OR REVIEWS 
Financial difficulties experienced by the System in recent years have prompted a series of actions 
by the centers, TAC, donors, and the Chairman of the CGIAR. The wnsensus scenario that emerged 
at the 1994 Mid-Term Meeting of the CGIAR in New Delhi involves stabilizing the System’s finances 
during an interim period until the end of 1995, while a major reform effort is undertaken to launch the 
“new” CGIAR from January 1, 19%. 
Carried out under the leadership of the CGIAR Chairman, the revitalization effort has four major 
components: 
(1) a reformulated, wmpelling long-term vision; 
(2) an agreed research agenda geared towards accomplishing the vision; 
(3) a new governance structure for the CGlAR which fits the vision and the System’s long- 
standing organizational principles; and, 
(4) a new financing fiamework.to bring greater stability, predictability, transparency, and 
accountability to the System’s operations. 
While each of these components has some bearing on the CGlAR’s review processes, perhaps 
the most critical of these for review planning purposes is the decision of the CGIAR to move towards a 
program orientation. Accordingly, the CGIAR’s research agenda would be described in terms of a set 
of well-defined “programs” implemented by a set of “centers.” This would allow donors to provide 
funding on a center basis, a program basis, or both. Although the specific management structures to be 
used for CGlAR “programs” are not clear at this moment, it would be safe to assume that there would 
be a variety of structures, depending on the nature of the activities involved. Also, some of the programs 
are expected to involve actors other than the CGlAR centers. 
Some of the System-wide programs in the CGIAR Chairman’ s center (x) program matrix are 
taking shape and donors have begun contributing to the CGlAR on a program basis (e.g., the genetic 
resources program). This means that donors contributing to such programs would .expect the System’s 
review processes to provide them with periodic assessments of the results of these programs. Strong 
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recommendations along these lines have also been made by the Study Panel on the CGIAR’s Long-Term 
Governance and Financing Structure. 
Another review-related development is the increasingly felt need to develop databases, processes, 
.and a tradition for assessing impacts of CGIAR activities on a regular basis. This has been echoed 
by the above mentioned Study Panel, by the Center Directors’ Public Awareness and Resources 
Committee (PARC), and the Finance and Oversight Committees of the CGJAR. Assessment of the 
impact of the CGIAR’s work is necessary not just for raising additional funds, but also for maintaining 
and reinforcing the commitment of the donors to the CGIAR System. 
4 REDESIGNING THE CGIAR’S REVIEW PROCESSES 
The CGIAR’s review processes have evolved over time in response to new demands. As noted 
earlier, an external management review component was added following the Second Review of the 
CGIAR. Later, the reviews began placing greater emphasis on strategic concerns at the expense of 
operational matters. The terms of reference were broadened to cover wncems such as gender issues, 
relations with NARS, and sustainability. And various types of review were introduced to meet new 
needs. 
Al pUmoses and Princinles 
In the future, the CGIAR reviews should continue to serve three main purposes: 
(0 To provide the members of the CGXAR with an efficient, effective and credible (i.e., 
accurate, independent, thorough, and honest) assessment of the health and contribution 
of a center, program or activity they are funding; and, \ 
To provide the implementors of CGIAR-funded activities (i.e., the centers and their 
wllaborators) with assessment information wmplementing their own evaluation efforts; 
(3) To provide the principal clients, beneficiaries, and other stakeholders of the CGIAR 
information about the health and contributions of the CGIAR system and its components. 
The f&st listed purpose also incorporates the main principles that should guide the CGIAR’s 
review processes: effectiveness, efficiency, and credibility. Effectiveness refers to “doing the right 
things” in reviews, e.g., stakeholder satisfaction with the coverage (depth and breadth) of a review. 
Efficiencv refers to “doing things right”. It relates to the costs and benefits of reviews, where more 
efficient means lower cost for given results, or more and better quality output for a given cost. 
Credibilitv refers to the confidence that the CGIAR, the centres, and other stakeholders have in the 
:spabilities and independence of the review team members, its leader, its outside wnsultants and its 
4gned secretariat staff. Credibility encompasses the accuracy, independence, thoroughness, and 
lonesty of the review effort. 
7 
Q Ty0e-s of Review Needed 






gd hoc reviews. 
Center reviews refer to the present external program and management reviews. There will be 
a continuing need for assessment of institutional performance so long as donors continue funding 
institutions. However, the relative priority to be given to institutional assessments, as compared with 
program reviews, is a matter that needs to be examined periodically. The Study Panel on Governance 
and Finance suggests, for example, that the review system should place greater emphasis on program 
reviews, with scaled-down center reviews which would increasingly focus on institutional matters. 
. 
Program reviews would concentrate on CGIAR programs with well-defined program goals, a 
amangement structure, and separate funding. This is a subset of the present inter-center reviews, which 
cover all inter-center activities on a given subject, regardless of whether these are in the form of a single 
program. Also, as noted earlier, the present inter-center eviews are conducted partly for assessment and 
,in part, for planning purposes. 
Ad hg reviews would cover the remainin g inter-center eviews, including assessments conducted 
on a geographic basis. 
42 comment on Imnact Assessment 
There is an overwhelming case for the CGIAR to greatly expand its effort on impact assessment. 
This will clearly require a collaborative effort between the centers, NARS, TAC, and the CGIAR 
Secretariat. Databases will need to be built and maintained at both the center and the System level. 
Impact assessment methodologies will need to be clarified and refined, as has been initiated through a task 
force established by PARC. And, these will need to be done in a uniform and systematic manner to yield 
impact information at center, program/project, and System level. 
It is not clear at the moment what System-level institutional mechanism will best meet the needs 
of various actors. As two of the primary users of impact information, TAC- and the’ CGIAR Secretariat 
will certainly need to be involved with the System-wide effort. 
In the future, external reviews of centers and programs, and possibly the ad ha reviews, will 
need to cover the impact of the activities reviewed to a greater extent than in the present reviews. 
However, such coverage would need to be based on available information on impact, rather than 
assessments made by a review panel during the review. In other words, external review panels should 
not be expected to generate impact data on their own, and the coverage of impact during a review would 
depend on the availability of such information prior to the review. 
Thus, impact information would be an important input to a center or a program review. And the 
review system’s future success would partly depend on the CGIAR community’s ability to mount a 
practical and useful impact assessment process. 
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52 REDESIGNING CENTER REVIEWS 
The present external program and management review model needs to be modified further to 
respond to center and donor views and to strengthen it in areas where there are felt weaknesses. The goal 
should be to bring center reviews to a stage where they would be concerned mainly with assessing: (1) 
the performance of the board of trustees, and, (2) the adequacy of the center’s internal mechanisms for 
assessing and improving performance. Assuming that these two aspects are working well, the reviews 
in future would simply summarize the information available from the center on impact and program and 
management performance. 
Reaching such a stage is likely to take some time. In the interim, the changes to be made to 
center reviews should be in the following directions: 
0 using a range of review models as appropriate; 
0 basing center reviews more on internally managed reviews; 
0 relying more on center boards for assessment of management; 
0 focussing center reviews on a select set of strategic issues; 
0 improving processes for assessment of NARS-IARC interactions; and, 
0 standardizing presentation of summary information in review reports. 
u me a Range of Review Models as ADprODriate 
The three types of center review have proven to be useful (e.g., full center review, interim 
review, and mid-term review) and should be continued. What should be possible is to rely more on 
interim reviews in the case of the centers where there are strong indications of continued successful 
performance. As interim reviews cost less than full reviews, this would have a cost-reducing effect on 
the overall cost of the reviews in the System. Mid-term reviews should be used as and when necessary. 
Greater Use of Intemallv ManaPed Reviews 
It often is assumed that the more independent the review, the more credible it will be. Increased 
independence means hiring more experienced people who are from outside the System (independent of 
the System, as much as possible). Since such people tend to have more to learn (about the Centre and 
the System) before they can do an effective job, they have to be supplemented. with additional consultants 
or support staff. All this costs more. Thus, there is a tradeoff between cost and credibility (based on 
independence). 
One option for lowering costs of external reviews would be to make greater use of internally 
managed reviews. However, because the information involved is generated through processes that are 
internal to the Centres, there are issues of credibility to be resolved. These could be resolved by having 
the external review assess the credibility and adequacy of the center’s internally managed reviews. 
It is clear from the long-term goal of the center reviews noted above that if a center has a set of 
up-to-date, comprehensive, and credible internally managed reviews, the task, and the cost, of CGIAR 
reviews will be minimized. The shift of the center reviews in this direction will depend on the readiness 
of the center concerned. The survey of centers noted above suggests that CGIAR centers are at different 
levels of experience and sophistication in the mounting of internally-managed reviews. Thus, it would 
be normal to expect the CGIAR reviews to cost more for centers with a weak tradition of credible, up-to- 
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date, comprehensive internally managed reviews. 
It should also be noted that internally managed external reviews are a better device for assessing 
scientific quality of specific programs or projects than center reviews. This is because an internally 
managed external review of, say, a maize program would have several maize specialists who would be 
studying the program from different scientific angles, whereas a center review would most likely have 
only one such specialist. It would be more efficient for the CGIAR to examine scientific quality matters 
through internally managed external (peer) reviews than through center external reviews. The latter 
could, and should, summar ize the results of the internally managed external reviews. 
.52 Relving More on Center Boar& 
As in the case of assessing the quality and results of programs through internally managed 
reviews, center reviews could rely more on center boards for assessment of aspects of management. This 
depends on whether there are credible mechanisms are in place to assess and suggest improvements in 
the center’s management effectiveness. Some of these mechanisms could be in the form of internally 
managed external management reviews. The boards have a special role to play in ensuring that such 
mechanisms exist at a center. 
The issue of board accountability is explicitly linked to the review process in the key 1988 
document, “Review Processes in the CGIAR System,” where it is stated that “reviews serve as a 
substitute for the lack of formal accountability of the Boards to the Group” (p.4). Thus, review of board 
performance should remain a key feature of CGIAR reviews for some time to come (perhaps until there 
is evidence of credible self-assessment mechanisms being in place at each center.) 
In theory, the cent.& lntemally managed external reviews should provide a check on the quality 
of the scientific outputs of programs within a centre. The centre boards carry a major responsibility in 
ensuring that the internal review processes are effective, efficient, and credible. 
Focussine Center Reviews On a 
Select Set of Strategic Issua 
There is an expectation that center reviews should be comprehensive. But this does not mean that 
a review panel needs to cover all issues through its oivn assessment effort. Second, it does not mean that 
all issues need to be covered at the same depth. 
Basing the CGIAR reviews more on internally managed reviews and the boards’ assessments of
management implies that future review teams would need to cover fewer issues in depth. These issues 
could be selected, for example, by the panel chair, with the help of staff from the secretariats, during a 
review planning phase. Selection of key issues could then lead to identification of panel members to 
address them. This way, the panel, as a whole, would need to make only a single visit to the center and 
focus its efforts on reaching conclusions on only the identified issues. The report of the review could 
then be wmpleted by the panel chair and support staff, taking into account the information derived from 
internally managed reviews. 
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s&s Jrnrxoving Processes for Assessment 
gf NARS-IARC Interactions 
A significant need exists for improving the treatment of NARS issues in the review process. For 
example, there is need for greater NARS input in shaping the questions a center’s review should address. 
There is the question of how well the reviews do in terms of assessing impacts on, and linkages with 
NARS. Most review reports do not treat NARS linkages at a level that justifies the significant portion 
of review costs that relate to NARS visits and interaction. In total, about one quarter of the time and 
budgets of full reviews typically is spent on field visits. Thus, this is not an inconsequential question in 
terms of cost-effectiveness. 
A number of ideas for increasing the wst-effectiveness of review of NARS linkages have wme 
out in recent discussions among centre directors, boards and TAC. Some of the suggestions include the 
following: 
0 instead of the costly field visits during reviews, the panels could bring together, in a 
neutral location, selected representatives of the NARS for a roundtable interaction and 
discussion on the center being reviewed (without its presence); 
0 TAC and the CGIAR Secretariat could undertake regular regional reviews that look at 
the Centres in the particular region through the eyes of the NARss involved in that 
region’s development (e.g the current West Africa study of CGIAR wmmitments); 
0 reviews could rely more heavily on input from the Centres, e.g., from their internally 
managed reviews that regularly include NARSs input on specific program elements; 
0 as Centres develop improved (and interactive) systems for assessing their impacts, then 
information on NAR!3 and their concerns would also become more readily accessible; 
ad, 
0 better use wuld be made of information on NARSs available from ISNAR, the World 
Bank, regional development banks, FAO, and so forth, as they study various aspects of 
NARS. 
A problem arises, of wurse, when considering the expanded efmition of NAR!3 that is emerging 
n the CGIAR System, both due to the introduction of new fields, such as forestry, agroforeshy, fisheries, 
:nd due to the increased sensitivity brought out by ISNAR and other Centres with regard to the 
mportance of universities, NGOs, the private sector, and other nontraditional research Centres. This 
-gpanded definition implies increased complexity in coming to grips with center impacts and NAR!3 
erspectives. 
Inadequate effort goes now into identifying the questions which NARS or the Centres themselves 
ant answered. Going back to the discussion of purposes for the reviews, if the focus should be more 
n impacts of CGIAR research on the main users of the work of the IARCs, namely the NARS, then the 
wiews should be more concerned about the effectiveness of the reviews in terms of NARSs and Centre 
~~cerns. Doing so likely will not save money, but it wuld make some major improvements in terms 
r the cost-effectiveness and credibility criteria. 
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This question of NARS input and assessment of NARS linkages is one that TAC, the CGIAR 
Secretariat, and the CGIAR will need to deal with in greater depth in the future. 
ui dardizinp Presentation of Summary 
J&formation in Review ReDor& 
There is very little uniformity in the information presented in center review reports at present. 
Whatever uniformity there is comes as a result of briefings by the same individuals, the wmmon list of 
questions for center reviews, and the uniformity in the staff who support the reviews. 
The clients of reviews wuld benefit from having at least a portion of the review report (such as 
the summary up front) cover the same information in a standard format, including both quantitative 
information (such as budgetary and statXng data and impact indicators) and qualitative assessments (e.g., 
potential impact of work in progress). 
6, PESIGNING PROGRAM AND AD HOC REVIEWS 
The current practice for conducting inter-center reviews would continue to apply to ad hoc 
reviews, as the terms-of-reference and procedurea for these would need to be customized for each review. 
. reviews on the other hand require a redesign of the current inter-center or “stripe” 
review model. Under tbi envisioned matrix management approach, responsibility for programs would 
be identified-and thus there would be identifiable lines of accountability. In that sense, the System would 
be dealing with a different sort of inter-center activity than what exists at the moment. Traditional stripe 
and inter-centre reviews - e.g., training, roots and tubers, rice - did not deal with direct accountability 
elements. For example centres themselves are accountable for their training activities, but not as part of 
a CGIAR-wide “training programme.” Under the new system, there would be direct funclmg and 
acwuntability along programme lines. The new program review models will have to take this difference 
into consideration, particularly in terms of generating credibile outputs for the funders of the 
programmes. 
Like ad hoc reviews, programme reviews are likely to be highly variable, mainly because the 
priority topics chosen involve different types of expertise, different numbers of centres, different 
relationships with the rest of the global research wmmunity, and different levels of specificity. As such, 
it is not envisioned that guidelines developed for these reviews will be very specific in terms of substance 
and operations, but should be specific in terms of process, quality of panels, and depth of inquiry. 
Other than program reviews, which are likely td be carried out with some periodicity similar to 
center reviews, there would most likely be need for two additional types of evaluation activity related to . 
CGIAR programs. First, program appraisals would be needed to assess proposals before programs are 
initiated. A point also made by the Study Panel on Governance and Finance, such appraisals would need 
to examine both the programmatic thrusts and program management and coordination mechanisms 
proposed. Second, program monitoring is likely to be an important evaluation activity, perhaps more 
important than program reviews (as monitoring would provide more frequent-and earlier-opportunities 
for programmatic change. Such monitoring would most likely be based on reporting systems taking 
account of the milestones and deliverables noted in the program proposal. 
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12 CONCLUSIONS 
The CGIAR’s review processes are in a constant state of evolution. TAC and the CGIAR 
Secretariat have introduced several improvements to the center reviews in recent years, but more changes 
are needed to increase the efficiency, etiectiveness and credibility of the review effort. Part of these 
changes are to address new and changing circumstances of the CGIAR, others are for introducing 
improvements in areas where the reviews are weak. 
The CGIAR’s future review system should be made up of three components: center reviews, 
program reviews, and d hoc reviews. This report has outlined some ideas for mounting a program 
review effort, but these are preliminary at this stage and need to be developed further together with the 
managers and implementors of CGIAR programs. Ad ho$ reviews, by their very nature, will continue 
to be governed by the specific ckumstances of each review. 
Most of the discussion in the report is on ways of improving center reviews, based on reactions 
received from CGIAR members and centers. These improvements are highly conditional on: 
centers having credible and up-to-date internally managed reviews that can be 
shared with external review panels; 
center boards playing a strong role in assessing the effectiveness of management 
and in ensuring the adequacy of the internal management processes; and, 
the centers and the System mounting systematic procedures and databases for 
wntinuous ,&pact assessment of activities. 
The rate of change in center reviews would, therefore, depend on the speed with which these 
other changes can take place. In the long-run the CGIAR should aim to rely mainly on a system of self- 
assessments (of centers and programs), the adequacy of which would be evaluated periodically though 
a low-cost CGIAR review effort. 
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